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INCREASING ELIGIBILITY FOR ALLOWANCES FOR SERV- 
ICE-CONNECTED DISABLED VETERANS WITH DEPEND- 
ENTS 





TUESDAY, MAY 15, 1951 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 


SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE COMMITTEE ON VETERANS’ AFFAIRS, 

° Washington, D. C. 

The subcommittee met at 10 a. m., Hon. W. J. Bryan Dorn (chair- 
man) presiding. 

Mr. Dorn. The subcommittee will please come to order. 

We are meeting today to consider three bills, H. R. 1073, H. R. 1086, 
and H. R. 4108, which seek to amend Public Law 877 of the Eightieth 
Congress. ‘This latter law provided increased compensation for vet- 
erans who have dependents if they were 60 percent or more disabled. 
By Public Law 339 of the Eighty-first Congress, this requirement was 
reduced from 60 percent to 50 percent. H. R. 1073 and H. R. 1086 
bills would further reduce it to 10 percent. H.R. 4108 would reduce 
it to 40 percent. A veteran totally disabled who has a wife would 
get $21 additional each month for his wife, but a man 50 percent 
disabled would get 50 percent of $21 or $10.50. 

Without objection, 1 will insert at this point in the record the bills 
to which I have referred as well as the Veterans’ Administration report 
thereon. 

(The bills and report above referred to are as follows:) 


[H. R. 1073, 82d Cong., Ist sess.] 


A BILL To revise requirement for award of additional disability compensation to veterans who have 
dependents 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That the compensation now payable under the 
Act of July 2, 1948 (Public Law Numbered 877, Eightieth Congress), as amended 
by section 4 of the Act of October 10, 1949 (Public Law Numbered 339, Kighty- 
first Congress), for certain veterans with service-connected disabilities who have 
dependents, be granted to persons whose service-connected disability is rated not 
less than 10 per centum. 

Sec. 2. Section 3, Public Law Numbered 877, Eightieth Congress, as amended, 
is hereby amended effective as of July 2, 1948, by inserting before the first sentence 
thereof the following: 

“The additional compensation herein provided shall be payable for any de- 
pendent as to whom evidence of relationship or dependency is filed within one 
year after September 1, 1948, or within one year after entitlement to additional 
compensation for a dependent or dependents arises subsequent to such date.” 





[H. R. 1086, 82d Cong., Ist sess.] 


A BILL To amend the Act of July 2, 1948 (Public Law 877, Eightieth Congress), to include persons whose 
service-connected disability is rated not less than 10 per centum 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 

America in Congress assembled, That the compensation now payable under the 

Act of July 2, 1948 (Public Law Numbered 877, Eightieth Congress), for certain 
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veterans with service-connected disabilities who have dependents, be amended to 
include persons whose service-connected disability is rated not less than 10 per 
centum. 

This Act shall take effect on the first day of the second calendar month next 
succeeding its enactment. 





(H. R. 4108, 824 Cong., Ist sess.] 


A BILL To amend the Act of July 2, 1948 (Public Law 877, Eightieth Congress), as amended, to include 
persons whose service-connected disability is not less than 40 per centum 


Re it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That the compensation now payable under the 
Act of July 2, 1948 (Public Law Numbered 877, Eightieth Congress), as amended, 
for certain veterans with service-connected disabilities who have dependents, be 
amended to include persons whose service-connected disability is rated not less 
than 40 per centum. 

This Act shall take effect on the first day of the second calendar month next 
succeeding its enactment. 





[No. 68] 
CoMMITTEE ON VeTeRANS’ Arrarrs, House or REPRESENTATIVES 


VETERANS’ ADMINISTRATION, 
Washington 25, D. C., March 22, 1951. 
Hon. Joun E. RAnkx1n, 
Chairman, Committee on Veterans’ Affairs, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D. C. 

Dear Mr. Ranxin: Reference is made to your request for a report on H. R. 
1086, Hag eryyy Congress, a bill to amend the act of July 2, 1948 (Public Law 
877, 80t ong.), to include persons whose service-connected disability is rated 
not less than 10 percent. 

The purpose of the bill is to extend the benefits of Public Law 877, Eightieth 
Congress, approved July 2, 1948, as amended by section 4 of the act of October 
10, 1949 (Public Law 339, 81st Cong.), so that any veteran suffering from a com- 
pensable disability would, if otherwise eligible, be entitled to additional compen- 
sation because of dependents. 

Section 1 of Public Law 877, as amended, provides that any person entitled to 
compensation at wartime rates for disability incurred in or aggravated by active 
service as provided in part J, or pa ph I (ce), part II, Veterans Regulation 
No. 1 (a), as amended, or the World War Veterans’ Act, 1924, as amended, and 
restored with limitations by Public, No. 141, Seventy-third Congress, March 28, 
1934, as amended, and whose disability is rated not less than 50 percent, shall be 
entitled to additional compensation for dependents in the following amounts, if 
and while rated totally disabled and— 

has a wife but no child living, $21; 

has a wife and one child living, $35; 

has a wife and two children living, $45.50; 

has a wife and three or more children living, $56; 

has no wife but one child living, $14; 

has no wife but two children living, $24.50; 

has no wife but three or more children living, $35; 

has a mother or father, either or both dependent upon him for support, then, 

in addition to the above amounts $17.50 for each parent so dependent. 

If and while the veteran is rated partially disabled but not less than 50 percent, 
the additional compensation authorized on account of dependents is in an amount 
having the same ratio to the amount provided for total disability as the degree of 
disability bears to the total disability. 

Under section 2 of Public Law 877, as amended, any person entitled to com- 
pensation at peacetime rates for disability incurred in or aggravated by active 
service as provided in paragraph II, part II, Veterans Regulation No. 1 (a), as 
amended, except paragraph I (c), thereof, and whose disability is rated at not 
less than 50 percent, is entitled to additional compensation for the same classes 
of dependents noted above and in monthly amounts equivalent to 80 percent of 
the amounts set forth above. 
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H. R. 1086, if enacted, would grant the following additional amounts for 
dependents to partially disabled veterans who are entitled to compensation at 
wartime rates due to disability of less than 50 percent, and are otherwise eligible 
for benefits under Public Law 877, as amended: 








Degree of disability (percent) 














| ' 
|} 0 | @ | x . ae 
Has a wife but no child living.....................-.--- $2.10 $4. 20 | $6. 30 $8. 40 
Has a wife and one child living.......................-. 3. 50 7.00 | 10. 50 | 14. 00 
Has a wife and two children living -_- ose-cance 4.55 9.10 | 13. 65 18. 20 
Has a wife and three or more children living... ~---e0-e| 5. 60 11.20 | 16. 80 | 22. 40 
Has no wife but one child living aoe aiicencaaell 1.40 | 2.80 | 4.20 | 5. 60 
Has no wife but two children living puna 2.45 | 4.90 | 7.35 9. 80 
Has no wife but three or more children living-...__.__. | 3. 50 | 7. 00 | 10. 50 | 14. 00 
Has a mother or father, either or both dependent upon | | 
him for support, then, in addition to the above | 
amounts (for each dependent parent)................- 1.75 3. 50 | 5.25 | 7.00 





Veterans receiving compensation at peacetime rates whose disability is rated 
at less than 50 percent, would receive 80 percent of the above rates under the 
provisions of the bill, if otherwise eligible under Public Law 877, as amended. 

Public Law 877, Eightieth Congress, was the product of extensive study and 
consideration by the Congress on the subject of payment of additional benefits 
because of dependents to veterans entitled to disability compensation. The 
legislative history of that act indicates that one of the reasons that the benefits 
provided thereby were limited to those persons 60 percent or more disabled was 
the fact that this group of veterans because of the serious nature of their dis- 
abilities would not generally be in a position to supplement their compensation 
payments by income from steady employment as would those persons disabled 
to a lesser degree. Upon further consideration of the matter in the Eighty-first 
Congress, the necessary degree of disability for entitlement of additional com- 
pensation was reduced to 50 percent by section 4 of Public Law 339. The question 
of broad policy presented by the bill is therefore whether this requirement as to 
degree of disablement should be eliminated, thereby making the benefits available 
to all disabled veterans with dependents in proportion to the extent of the com- 
pensable service-connected disability. 

Because of the uncertainty of future mobilization plans regarding the extent 
and timing of increases to our armed services, it is difficult to forecast the number 
of beneficiaries currently designated as Regular Establishment (peacetime) 
veterans, who would be affected by this proposal in the fiscal year 1952, nor can 
it be foreseen how many slightly disabled veterans of World War II will be 
returned to active service. However, based on the present strength of the Armed 
Forces without regard to planned increases, it is estimated that approximately 
1,073,920 cases would be entitled to receive additional disability compensation 
during the fiscal year 1952, if this bill is enacted. If all eligible applied for and 
received additional compensation, the cost would approximate $82,837,800. The 
distribution of the cost by wars and Regular Establishment is as follows: 


PTUs OG 
| Number of | Estimated first 








cases year's cost 
————_$————— | } 

World War If... i................- Sebel ected biti 910, 000 | $71, 608, 000 
World War I a *: 136, 300 9, 433, 000 
Regular Establishment: 

Peacetime rate. Seid hen oe ‘ acal 26, 500 1, 705, 000 

Wartime rate ; : ; 1, 100 | 90, 000 
Spanish-American War_. .. d ‘ — ivivenadacl 20 | 1, 800 

Total 


1, 073, 920 82, 837, 800 





Advice has been received from the Bureau of the Budget that the enactment of 
H. 8. 1086 would not be in accord with the program of the President. 
Sincerely vours, 


Cart R. Gray, Jr., Administrator. 
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Mr. Dorn. We will hear first from Mr. Guy H. Birdsall of the 
Veterans’ Administration, to be followed by representatives of the 
various veterans’ organizations. We will consider these two bills 
together. 


STATEMENT OF GUY H. BIRDSALL, ASSISTANT ADMINISTRATOR 
FOR LEGISLATION, ACCOMPANIED BY DONALD C. KNAPP, 
OFFICE OF LEGISLATION; M. F. HALL, OFFICE OF VETERANS 
CLAIMS; AND WILLIAM B. DYESS, DIRECTOR, CLAIMS STATIS- 
TICS SERVICE, VETERANS’ ADMINISTRATION 


Mr. Birposauv. The purpose of the bill is to extend the benefits of 
Public Law 877, Eightieth Congress, approved July 2, 1948, as 
amended by section 4 of the act of October 10, 1949 (Public Law 339, 
8ist Cong.), so that any veteran suffering from a compensable dis- 
ability would, if otherwise eligible, be entitled to additional com- 
pensation because of dependents. 

Section 1 of Public Law 877, as amended, provides that any person 
entitled to compensation at wartime rates for disability incurred in 
or aggravated by active service as provided in part I or paragraph 
I (c), part II, Veterans Regulation No. 1 (a), as amended, or the 
World War Veterans Act, 1924, as amended, and restored with limita- 
tions by Public, No. 141, Seventy-third Congress, March 28, 1934, as 
amended, and whose disability is rated not less than 50 percent, shall 
be entitled to additional compensation for benefits in the following 
amounts: If and while rated totally disabled and has a wife but no 
child living, $21; has a wife and one child living, $35; has a wife and 
two children living, $45.50; has a wife and three or more children 
living, $56; has no wife but one child living, $14; has no wife but 
two children living, $24.50; has no wife but three or more children 
living, $35; has a mother or father, either or both dependent upon 
him for support, then, in addition to the above amounts, $17.50 for 
each parent so dependent. 

If and while the veteran is rated partially disabled but not less 
than 50 percent, the additional compensation authorized on account 
of dependents is in an amount having the same ratio to the amount 
provided for total disability as the degree of disability bears to the 
total disability. 

Under section 2 of Public Law 877, as amended, any person entitled 
to compensation at peacetime rates for disability incurred in or 
aggravated by active service as provided in paragraph II, part II, 
Veterans Regulation No. 1 (a), as amended, except paragraph I (ce), 
thereof, and whose disability is rated at not less than 50 percent, is 
entitled to additional compensation for the same classes of dependents 
noted above and in monthly amounts equivalent to 80 percent of the 
amount set forth above. 

H. R. 1086, if enacted, would grant the following additional amounts 
for dependents to partially disabled veterans who are entitled to 
compensation at wartime rates due to disability of less than 50 per- 
cent, and are otherwise eligible for benefits under Public Law 877, as 
amended. The report then sets forth the benefit for the different 
categories showing the additional compensation payable in the event 
of 10 percent disability, 20, 30, and 40 percent, respectively. 
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Veterans receiving compensation at peacetime rates whose disability 
is rated at less than 50 percent would receive 80 percent of the amounts 
in the categories mentioned, under the provisions of the bill, if other- 
wise eligible under Public Law 877, as amended. 

Public Law 877, Eightieth Congress, was the product of extensive 
study and consideration by the Congress on the subject of payment 
of additional benefits because of dependents to veterans entitled to 
disability compensation. The legislative history of that act indicates 
that one of the reasons that the benefits provided thereby were limited 
to those persons 60 percent or more disabled was the fact that this 
group of veterans, because of the serious nature of their disabilities, 
would not generally be in a position to supplement their compensation 
payments by income from steady employment, as would those persons 
disabled to a lesser degree. 

Upon further consideration of the matter in the Eightieth Congress, 
the necessary degree of disability for entitlement to additional com- 
pensation was reduced to 50 percent by section 4 of Public Law 339. 
The question of broad policy presented by the bill is, therefore, 
whether this requirement as to degree of disablement should be 
eliminated, thereby making the benefits available to all disabled 
veterans with dependents in proportion to the extent of the compen- 
sable service-connected disability. 

Because of the uncertainty of future mobilization plans regarding 
the extent and timing of increases to our armed services, it is difficult 
to forecast the number of beneficiaries currently designated as Regular 
Establishment (peacetime) veterans who would be affected by this 
proposal in the fiscal year 1952, nor can it be foreseen how many 
slightly disabled veterans of World War II will be returned to active 
service. However, based on the present strength of the Armed Forces 
without regard to planned increases, it is estimated that approximately 
1,073,920 cases would be entitled to receive additional disability com- 
pensation during the fiscal year 1952 if this bill is enacted. If all 
eligible applied for and received additional compensation, the cost 
would approximate $82,837,800. The distribution of the cost by wars 
and the Regular Establishment is as follows: World War II, 910,000 
cases at an estimated cost of $71,608,000; World War I, 136,300 cases 
at an estimated cost of $9,433,000; Regular Establishment, peacetime 
rate, 26,500 cases at an estimated cost of $1,705,000; wartime rate, 
1,100 cases at an estimated cost of $90,000; and Spanish-American 
War, 20 cases at an estimated cost of $1,800; or a total of 1,073,920 
estimated cases at a total cost of $82,837,800 for the first year—that is, 
the fiscal year 1952. 

Advice has been received from the Bureau of the Budget that the 
enactment of H. R. 1086 would not be in accord with the program of 
the President. 

We prepared estimates of costs involved if the requirement of dis- 
ability, instead of being 50 percent as it is now, would be reduced to 
40 percent, 30 percent, or 20 percent. The 10-percent estimate is in 
the report. That is now ready and, with your approval, will be 
inserted in the record. 

Mr. Dorn. It is so ordered. 

(The matter above referred to is as follows:) 


84059—51———2 
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Estimated first year’s cost of H. R. 1086, 82d Cong., if amended to include only persons 
whose service-connected disability is rated at not less than 20 percent, 30 percent, or 
40 percent, respectively 








amended to 20 per- | 


amended to 30 per- | 





Estimated cost if| Estimated cost if| Estimated cost if 
amended 


to 40 per- 


| cent cent cent 
OB Ui NG RS ely aR aR Oa 
Number | Estimated | Number! Estimated | Number;| Estimated 
of first year’s of first year’s of first year’s 











veterans cost | veterans cost | Veterans cost 
World War IT. ......-...- 427, 900 $50, 972, 000 | 262,800 | $36, 978, 000 $4,600 | $14,342, 000 
World War I 93, 400 8,014,000 | 39, 800 | 4, 461, 000 | 15, 100 | 2, 005, 000 
Regular Establishment: | | j 
Peacetime rates 14, 500 1, 325, 000 10, 200 1,054,000} 2700 339, 000 
Wartime rates 600 73, 000 400 57, 000 | 100 23, 000 
Spanish-American War 20 1, 800 m1) 1, 800 15 1, 400 


Total 536,420 | 60,385,800 , 313,220 42, 551, 800 102, 515 16, 710, 400 








Mr. Birpsauy. Also, Mr. Chairman, I thought possibly you might 
wish to include in your introductory statement the provision of Public 
Law 877 and the amendment by Public Law 339, section 4, which 
lowered the degree of disability, so as to have the law for your 
reference. 

[Pusurc Law 877—80rH CoNnGREss] 


[CuaprerR 805— 2p Session] 
[S. 2821] 


AN ACT To provide increases of com pensation for certain veterans with service-connected disabilities who 
have dependents 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That any person entitled to compensation at 
wartime rates for disability incurred in or agzravated by active service as provided 
in part I, or paragraph I (c), part II, Veterans Regulation Numbered 1 (a), as 
amended, or the World War Veterans’ Act, 1924, as amended, and restored with 
limitations by Public Law 141, Seventy-third Congress, March 28, 1934, as 
amended, and whose disability is rated not less than 60 per centum, shall be 
entitled to additional compensation for dependents in the following monthly 
amounts: 

(1) If and while rated totally disabled and— 


(a) has a wife but no child living, $21; 

(b) has a wife and one child living, $35: 

(c) has a wife and two children living, $45.50; 

(d) has a wife and three or more children living, $56; 

(e) has no wife but one child living, $14; 

(f) has no wife but two children living, $24.50; 

(z) has no wife but three or more children living, $35; 

(h) has a mother or father, either or both dependent upon him for support, 


then, in addition to the above amounts, $17.50 for each parent so dependent. 

2) If and while rated partially disabled, but not less than 60 per centum, in an 
amount having same ratio to the amount specified in subsection (1) hereof as the 
degree of his disability bears to the total disability. 

Sec. 2. That any person entitled to compensation at peacetime rates for dis- 
ability incurred in or aggravated by active service as provided in paragraph II, 
part II, Veterans Regulation Numbered | (a), as amended, except paragraph I (c) 
thereof, and whose disability is rated not less than 60 per centuin, shall be entitled 
to additional compensation for dependents in the following monthly amounts: 

(1) If ard while rated totally disabled and 


(a) has a wife but no child living, $16.80; 

(b) has a wife and one child living, $28; 

(ec) has a wife and two children living, $36.40; 

(d) has a wife and three or more children living, $44.80: 
(e) has no wife but one child living, $11.20; 
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(f) has no wife but two children living, $19.60; 

(zg) has no wife but three or more children living, $28; 

(h) has a mother or father, either or both dependent upon him for support, 
then, in addition to the above amounts, $14 for each parent so dependent. 

(2) If and while rated partially disabled, but not less than 60 per centum, in 
an amount having same ratio to the amount specified in subsection (1) hereof as 
the degree of his disability bears to the total disability. 

Sec. 3. The additional compensation for a dependent or dependents provided 
by this Act shall not be payable to any veteran during any period he is in receipt 
of an increased rate of compensation or of subsistence allowance on account of a 
dependent or dependents under any other law administered by the Veterans’ 
Administration: Provided, That he may elect to receive whichever is the greater. 

Sec. 4. The administrative, definitive, and penal provisions of Public Law 
Numbered 2, Seventy-third Congress, and Veterans Regulations thereunder, as 
amended, shall be for application under this Act. 

Sec. 5. This Act shall take effect on the first day of the second calendar month 
next succeeding its enactment. 

Approved July 2, 1948, 





[Punic Law 339—SIstr ConGress] 
[CHapTreR 654—I1sT Session] 
[H. R. 5598) 


AN ACT To increase compensation for World War I presumptive service-connected cases, provide mini- 
mum ratings for service-connected arrested tuberculosis, increase certain disability and death compensa- 
tion rates, liberalize requirement for dependency allowances, and redefine the terms “‘line of duty” and 
“willful misconduct” 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That part of the second proviso of section 28, 
Public Law Numbered 141, Seventy-third Congress, March 28, 1934 (48 Stat. 
524; U.S. C., title 38, see. 722), which limits payment of compensation thereunder 
to 75 per centum of the payments otherwise authorized, is hereby repealed, 
and the Administrator of Veterans’ Affairs is hereby authorized and directed to 
vay 100 per centum of the compensation otherwise authorized under Publie Law 
Numbered 141, Seventy-third Congress. 

Sec. 2. That Veterans Regulation Numbered 3 (a), as amended, is hereby 
amended by adding thereto a new paragraph to read as follows: 

“II. Any ex-service person shown to have active tuberculosis which is com- 
pensable under Public Law Numbered 2 and the Veterans Regulations promul- 
gated pursuant thereto, who in the judgment of the Administrator of Veterans’ 
Affairs has reached a condition of complete arrest, shall be rated as totally dis- 
abled for a period of two vears following such date of arrest, as 50 per centum 
disabled for an additional period of four years, and 30 per centum for a further 
five years. Following far advanced active lesions the permanent rating shall be 
30 per centum, and following moderately advanced lesions, the permanent rating, 
after eleven years, shail be 20 per centum, provided there is continued disability 
dyspnea on exertion, impairment of health, and so forth; otherwise the rating’ 
shall be zero per centum: Provided, That this Act shall not be construed as 
requiring a reduction of compensation authorized under any other law or regula- 
tion: Provided further, That no compensation shall be payable under this Act 
for any period prior to its enactment: And provided further, That the total dis- 
ability rating herein provided for the two years following a complete arrest may 
be reduced to 50 per centum for failure to follow prescribed treatment or to submit 
to examination when requested.” 

Sec. 3. (a) That subparagraphs (a) to (j), inclusive, of paragraph II, part I, 
Veterans Regulation Numbered 1 (a), as amended, are hereby amended to read 
as follows: 

‘“*(a) If and while the disability is rated 10 per centum the monthly compensa- 
tion shall be $15. 

‘““(b) If and while the disability is rated 20 per centum the monthly compensa- 
tion shall be $30. 

““(e) If and while the disability is rated 30 per centum the monthly compensa- 
tion shall be $45. 

“*(d) If and while the disability is rated 40 per centum the monthly compensa- 
tion shall be $60. 


- 
‘ 
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““(e) If and while the disability is rated 50 per centum the monthly compensa- 


tion shall be $75. 
“(f) If and while the disability is rated 60 per centum the monthly compensa- 


tion shall be $90. 
“(g) If and while the disability is rated 70 per centum the monthly compensa- 


tion shall be $105. 
**(h) If and while the disability is rated 80 per centum the monthly compensa- 


shall be $120. 
(i) If and while the disability is rated 90 per centum the monthly compensa- 


tion shal! be $135. 
““(j) If and while the disability is rated as total the monthly compensation 


shall be $150.” 

(b) Paragraph IV of part 1 of Veterans Regulation Numbered 1 (a), as 
amended, is hereby amended by striking out “‘widow with one child, $100 (with 
$15 for each additional child)”’ and inserting in lieu thereof “widow with one child, 
$105 (with $25 for each additional child)”’. 

Sec. 4. That the compensation now payable under the Act of July 2, 1948 
(Public Law Numbered 877, Eightieth Congress), for certain veterans with service- 
connected disabilities who have dependents, be amended to include persons 
whose service-connected disability is rated not less than 50 per centum 

Sec. 5. That paragraph VIII of Veterans Regulation Numbered 10, as 
amended by Public Law 439, Seventy-eighth Congress, is hereby further amended 
by striking out the period and substituting a colon therefor and adding the 
following: Provided, however, That disease, injury, or death incurred without 
willful misconduct on the part of the service person shall be deemed to have 
been incurred in line of duty if the sentence of the court martial did not involve 
an unremitted dishonorable discharge or if the offense for which convicted by 
civil court did not involve a felony as defined under the laws of the jurisdiction 
where the service person was convicted by such civil court.” 

Sec. 6. The increases provided by this Act shall be effective from the first day 
of the second calendar month following the date of enactment of this Act. 

Approved October 10, 1949. 

If there are any questions, I would be very glad to try to answer 
them. 

Mr. Dorn. Mr. Birdsall, I notice you say this is not in accord with 
the program of the President. Just what is his program—that is, his 
general program? 

Mr. Brrposavu. Under current instructions applicable to all agencies, 
we must coordinate our reports with the Bureau of the Budget; then 
we include at the end of our report whatever advice we receive from 
them. We are not informed as to the criteria under which they 
determine whether or not any particular proposal is in accord with 
the President’s program. I imagine they largely involve a consider- 
ation of whole financial program of the Government. 

I may also, with your permission, make reference to Public Law 
No. 28, approved May 11, 1951, which, of course, will give the wartime 
rates to some of these peacetime cases, but the number for fiscal 1952 
would be negligible. 

Mr. Dorn. Do you have any comments to make on the 20, 30, or 
40 percent disability? It is my understanding that the Veterans’ 
Administration is opposed to reducing this figure to 10 percent, but 
do you know what their position would be regarding the 20, 30 or 
40 percent? 

Mr. Brrosatu. The Veterans’ Administration does not recommend 
for or against veterans’ benefit legislation of this character but believes 
it is a matter entirely up to the Congress. There was mention made 
in the report on the bill which became Public Law 877 of the World 
War Veterans Act which did ifpwo for additional compensation for 
dependents where the disability was rated on a temporary basis, 
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That was considered, I believe, by the committee as a material factor 
at the time they considered the bill. 

Mr. Dorn. Thank you very much, Mr. Birdsall. I think you have 
stated your position clearly. 

Mr. Brrpsauy. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Dorn. Next we would like to hear from the veterans’ organi- 
zations. First I am going to ask Mr. Kennedy of the American Le ‘gion 
if he has any testimony he would like to give. 


STATEMENT OF MILES D. KENNEDY, NATIONAL LEGISLATIVE 
DIRECTOR, THE AMERICAN LEGION 


Mr. Kennepy. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my 
name is Miles D. Kennedy. I am national legislative director of the 
American Legion. 

On behalf of our organization, we wish to express our appreciation 
for your inviting us to be present and submit our testimony in connec- 
tion with the legislation now before you. I do not intend to offer any 
testimony myself, but, with your permission, I request that I may be 
allowed to present Mr. T. O. Kraabel who, for a number of years, has 
been national rehabilitation director of the American | egion and who 
is thoroughly conversant with the matter before you. 

I would also like to say that Mr. Kraabel is accompanied by Mr. 
Charles Stevens, assistant director. 

With your permission, Mr. Kraabel has a brief statement he would 
like to make. 

Mr. Dorn. We will be pleased to hear him. 


STATEMENT OF T. 0. KRAABEL, DIRECTOR, NATIONAL REHA- 
BILITATION COMMISSION, THE AMERICAN LEGION, ACCOM- 
PANIED BY CHARLES STEVENS, ASSISTANT DIRECTOR 


Mr. Kraasew. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, the 
American Legion appreciates the opportunity to testify in support of 
legislation which will include veterans, whose service-connected dis- 
abilities are rated not less than 10 percent, among those for whom ad- 
ditional disability compensation will be granted because of dependents. 

Mr. Rankin introduced H. R. 1073, Eighty-second Congress, in this 
first session on January 8, 1951, at the request of the American Legion. 
It is our understanding that this committee asked the Veterans’ Ad- 
ministration for a report on this bill on January 13, 1951, but that a 
report has not yet been submitted. However, H. R. 1086, also intro- 
duced by Mr. Rankin on January 8, 1951, has a like purpose. The 
Veterans’ Administration report on that bill, dated March 22, 1951, 
is contained in Committee Print No. 68. Comments in that report 
would be applicable to section 1 of H. R. 1073. 

Publie Law 877, Eightieth Congress, approved July 2, 1948, pro- 
vided a basis for award on or after September 1, 1948, of additional 
disability compensation for dependents. That law limited the pay- 
ment to veterans having service-connected disabilities rated not less 
than 60 percent. Public Law 339, Eighty-first Congress, approved 
October 10, 1949, in section 4, authorized payment on or after Decem- 
ber 1, 1949, of the additional compensation for dependents to veterans 
whose service-connected disabilities were rated not less than 50 per- 
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cent. Enactment of these beneficial measures resulted directly from 
the thorough study given this important legislation by this Committee 
on Veterans’ Affairs. 

Section 1 of H. R. 1073 would authorize the grant of the additional 
disability compensation for dependents to veterans having a 10 
percent or greater service-connected disability. We firmly believe 
that there is a definite need for granting this benefit to all veterans 
who are in receipt of compensation for service-connected disabilities 
and not to those only who have disabilities of 50 percent or greater. 

The additional compensation authorized on account of dependents 
is in an amount having the same ratio to the amount provided for 
total disability as the degree of disability bears to the total disability. 
For example, as the additional compensation is $21 for a wife when a 
veteran is rated 100 percent disabled, the amount payable would be 
$2.10 for a wife when the veteran is rated 10 percent disabled. The 
amounts may not appear large but a veteran would find the small 
additional benefit helpful in buying necessities of life for his family. 

It is understood that there will of course be thousands of veterans 
without dependents so we cannot say how many veterans will be 
affected by the proposed amendatory legislation. Enactment of this 
measure will remove the discrimination now evident in that some of 
the veterans with dependents are now allowed additional disability 
compensation for them while some, those rated less than 50 percent 
disabled, are not. 

Granting additional disability compensation for dependents to all 
veterans rated 10 percent or greater was a pattern established October 
6, 1917, during the First World War. That was most equitable in 
our opinion for all veterans with dependents were allowed the benefit 
according to the extent of their disability. 

Section 2 of the bill proposes that additional compensation be 
awarded for any dependent if evidence of relationship or dependency 
was filed within 1 vear of the effective date of the basic act, September 
1, 1948, or is filed within 1 year after entitlement arises following that 
date. 

The reason this proposal was made is that we feel that veterans 
should have a reasonable time to submit evidence of relationship or 
when necessary, of dependency. We think that | vear is a reasonable 
time. 

The Veterans’ Administration regulation, R. and P. R. 1214 (A), 
provides that increased disability compensation payable by reason of 
dependents will be effective as of the date of the receipt of the evidence 
which establishes entitlement. This regulation further provides 
that where additional evidence is necessary to substantiate the original 
evidence, the effective date of increased disability compensation is 
the date of receipt of the original evidence if the substantiating evi- 
dence is received within 1 year from the date of request therefor. 

Instructions issued in the Veterans’ Administration to make effec- 
tive Public Law 877 and section 4 of Public Law 339 provisions 
permitted the awards of additional disability compensation for de- 
pendents to be made from the effective dates of these acts, only 
when requisite evidence of relationship and dependency were received 
within 5 months even though a claim or specific reference to depend- 
ents was of record before September 1, 1948, or December 1, 1949, as 
the case may have been. 
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We definitely feel that after a law is passed or a veteran acquires a 
dependent or a rating is made which makes a veteran eligible for the 
benefit that he should have some time in which to present his evidence. 

This proposed legislation merits your thoughtful consideration. 
It isneeded. We sincerely hope that early action can be taken by the 
Congress. 

Thank you, very much. 

Mr. Dorn. Thank you, Mr. Kraabel. Does the American Legion 
have any further statement to make on this legislation? 

Mr. Kennepy. We are here subject to any inquiry or question you 
might want to ask of us. Mr. Stevens is in charge of claims in our 
office, but we have no other testimony to offer. 

Mr. Dorn. It is your opinion, then, that it should be reduced to 
10 percent? 

Mr. Kennepy. We so testified before on two different occasions. 
We believe that is just. 

Mr. Dorn. Thank you very much. 

We will next call on Mr. Downer. 


STATEMENT OF ADIN M. DOWNER, ASSISTANT LEGISLATIVE 
REPRESENTATIVE, VETERANS OF FOREIGN WARS 


Mr. Downer. My name is Adin M. Downer. I am assistant 
legislative representative of the Veterans of Foreign Wars. 

The Veterans of Foreign Wars played a very active part in the 
adoption of dependency allowances when they were first estbalished 
by the Congress for 60 percent disabled cases. We also went along 
and endorsed the amendment making them available to 50 percent 
disabled cases. We are presently mandated by a resolution of our 
last national encampment to endorse legislation extending dependency 
allowances down to 30 percent disabled. 

Mr. Dorn. That was at the last national convention? 

Mr. Downer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Dorn. Where was that held, Mr. Downer? 

Mr. Downer. That was held in Chicago last summer. 

Consequently, being mandated to support legislation to extend the 
allowances to 30 percent disabled, we cannot consistently with our 
mandate endorse the extension to the 10 percent disabled. However, 
I would like to say we do not specifically oppose it. If the committee 
and the Congress feel that they should be extended to the 10 percent 
disabled cases, we will certainly make no fight on it. 

Mr. Dorn. Do you have any personal opinion on that, or would 
you rather not speak for yourself? I understand the position of the 
Veterans of Foreign Wars clearly that they have only mandated you 
to favor 30 percent, but what is your personal opinion about the 10 
percent, if you care to give it? 

Mr. Downer. I think I might perhaps answer your question by 
saving I believe the thinking of our organization in the position they 
took on this matter was that the -y felt it really would not be a benefit 
to the veteran to extend it to 10 percent, for the reason that it might 
provoke such a great amount of unjustified criticism that the over-all 
harm would outweigh the over-all good. 

For instance, if you take the case of a veteran, say, with 10-percent 
disability who was engaged in a business or profession of a nature 
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such that his disability did not reduce his earning capacity and he has, 
perhaps, a wife with an independent income of her own—they are 
well-to-do people—to give him a dependency allowance because of 
his wife, persons who are unfriendly to veterans’ benefits would not 
bother to inform themselves as to the very small amount of the pen- 
sion and would probably be highly critical of the Government and 
of the veterans’ program in general. On the other hand, our organi- 
zation thought if you took the case of a veteran who is in critical and 
desperate financial circumstances and has a 10-percent disability and 
the family really has a difficult time to make ends meet, we give him 
for his wife, I think, $2.10, and to that veteran that is almost an insult, 
and perhaps instead of his thinking he has received a benefit, he is 
displeased with it, and perhaps the public in general who might be 
aware of the circumstances of this family and very sympathetic to 
them, would think, if the Government is going to give him a pension, 
why do not they give him something that amounts to something. 
That was the actual thinking of our organization. 

In addition to that, we feel disability has not very much relation 
to eee - I see no reason why, if a person 10 percent disabled 
is to have a pension because of the dependency of a wife—she is just 
as dependent if he has a 10-percent disability as if he has a 50-percent 
disability. Actually it seems to us if there is any place in the law of 
veterans’ benefits where income limitations are justified, it would be 
in the payment of this dependency allowance. Actually it seems that 
should be the test. Whether one is dependent or not is a matter of 
need and not a matter of the percentage of disability. 

Mr. Ayres. Do you have any figures to show w hat type of disability 
is more likely to impair a man’s earning ability? In other words, Is 
there any connection between the type of disability and the man’s 
ability to earn? 

I have in mind perhaps a fellow who is 100 percent disabled in his 
sight, where, although he can still see to get around, he cannot 
hold a job; whereas another man may have a 100 percent disability 
in his back and has an ailment where he cannot do any physical work, 
but, as you pointed out, he may be a professional man and make more 
money than other fellows in his profession who have never been in 
the Army. Are there any figures to show the connection between the 
type of disability and the earning ability of the veteran? 

Mr. Downer. Not to my knowledge. Mr. Patterson just informs 
me that the VA has no such figures, either. 

One could have a very small degree of disability, and it will affect 
his earning capacity quite a lot. For instance, a dentist could have 
some loss of the use of his wrist and hands and would be almost 
completely incapacitated as a dentist. 

Mr. Dorn. Is there any allowance made for that type of disability 
by the Veterans’ Administration or by the authorities examining these 
various men who have been disabled? 

Mr. Downer. Not that I know of. 

Mr. Dorn. Of course, that would be difficult to write into law. 

Mr. Parrerson (staff). I think Mr. Birdsall could tell you about 
the World War I history on that. 

Mr. Dorn. Suppose you come around, Mr. Birdsall, and tell us 
about that. 
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Mr. Parrerson (staff). As a result of Mr. Downer’s statement 
about a dentist, for example, losing the use of his hand and the VA 
might pay a very small amount of compensation, Mr. Dorn wants to 
know would a man’s ability to earn a living in his profession when he 
was greatly handicapped be taken into consideration. Of course, there 
was provision for that in the World War I compensation, and I 
thought you might want that history. 

Mr. Dorn. I would like to hear what vou have to say on that ques- 
tion Mr. Birdsall. 

Mr. Brrosaty. In 1924, there had been some consideration given 
by some of the States to occupational weights in determining compen- 
sation—in other words, to the type of employment a man had followed 
and the impairment that his particular disability would have, not 
only on that particular job but also on related jobs in that field where 
he could get employment. I remember the State of California had a 
schedule along those lines. There was evolved in the World War 
Veterans Act, 1924, a similar provision—as I recall it, the section was 
202 (4)—which authorized a schedule of rating disabilities in connec- 
tion with reduction in earning capacity, taking into consideration the 
occupation of the man at the time of enlistment. The result was that 
a schedule was devised, referred to as the 1925 schedule. It applied 
to World War I veterans and consisted of two tables. The first table, 
which was made up by a combination of occupational and medical 
experts, contained what they called ‘occupational variants.”” It set 
forth the various types of occupations and the relative impairment in 
each oecupation with respect to each part of the body disabled. This 
relationship was expressed in variants ranging from one to nine, in- 
clusive. The middle variant was five. A man in a particular occu- 
pation with a hand disability might have an average weight; he would 
thus have a variant of five. A man who in a different occupation 
would be less impaired might have a variant of one. Then when you 
came to a structural steel worker, for example, with a foot condition, 
probably he would have a variant of nine. 

In the second table, they listed the various injuries and diseases as 
such conditions affect the various parts of the body and assigned a 
disability rating for each condition proportionate to the variant 
established under table 1. 

Use of the 1925 schedule resulted in persons in different occupations 
receiving varying amount for the same disability. 

The law also provided in the same section that you could not reduce 
the rating because of the person’s ability to overcome his handicap 
by reason of his disability. So everything was done on averages. 
The computations worked along those lines. 

The 1925 schedule, before the Economy Act, contemplated, of 
course, that in the beginning the distribution would probably be sta- 
tistically the normal curve; you would have most of vour ratings in the 
average and then a smaller number down here [indicating], tapering to 
the other end on both sides and a lesser number over there [indicating]. 
However, there was some variation from that, because a man could 
come in and show, for example, that instead of a student variant which 
might be lower, he had actually been a mechanic a good part of the 
time, particularly during his spare time, and he might establish the 
higher variant of a mechanic which would thus increase his rating. 
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Then, of course, the Economy Act repealed the laws granting 
compensation and set up a new system, and in Veterans Regulation 3 
and 3 (a), which superseded Regulation 3, there was authorized a 
new schedule. It does not go into the occupation but is based on the 
average impairment of capacity in any occupation, and the schedule 
runs from 10 percent to 100. However, we still use the 1925 schedule 
which is applicable to World War I veterans by virtue of Public Law 
141 of the Seventy-third Congress, approved March 28, 1934, which 
restored the rights of World War veterans under the World War 
Veterans Act, with certain limitations. 

I do not know if that is the picture you wanted. The 1925 schedule 
| have described is not applicable now to World War II veterans or 
World War I veterans taking under Public No. 2, or peacetime 
veterans. 

Mr. Dorn. Could you say what would be the effect of reestablish- 
ing that table on World War II veterans? Would it cost a great deal 
more money, or would it save money? It looks to me like in some 
cases it would save money. Of course, the over-all picture is what 
counts. Could you say offhand what would be the effect of reestab- 
lishing that table? 

Mr. Birpsauyi. I do not believe I could estimate it. Maybe 
Mr. Hall in the Claims Service has some comment to make on that. 

Mr. Haut. I do not know whether the over-all cost would be 
greater or less. Of course, there would be the administrative angle 
where you would have one other step in the rating procedure—that is, 
to determine the occupational variant. But I do not have the 
statistics to show whether the cost would be greater or less. 

Mr. Dorn. Would it be any great trouble to get up a statement on 
that and send it over for the record in the next day or so? Could you 
do that? 

Mr. Hau. Yes, sir. If the 1925 schedule were reestablished with- 
out elimination of the 1945 schedule, there would be a definite increase 
in benefits costs as a result thereof. If the 1945 schedule were elimi- 
nated and all cases currently rated thereunder were rerated under the 
criteria of the 1925 schedule with resultant increases or reductions in 
individual cases, the change in benefit cost would be negligible. In 
either event, there would be a definite increase in the administrative 
difficulties, undoubtedly resulting in increased administrative expenses. 

Mr. Dorn. I believe that information would be of value to the 
committee, because it just occurred to us sitting here that possibly 
in some cases, as has been pointed out, maybe the compensation 
could be reduced for some and increased for others a little bit, due 
to the type of disability. 

Mr. Hau. I might mention Public, 458 of the Seventy-ninth 
Congress formalized the 1945 rating schedule, and it probably would 
take remedial legislation to introduce a different schedule. 

Mr. Dorn. You mentioned the Economy Act of 1933. Being 
called the Economy Act, they evidently thought they were saving 
some money by eliminating that table. “Do you have any know ledge 
as to that? 

Mr. Brrosauy. Of course, the estimated economies under the 
Economy Act were changed materially by the President in modified 
regulations and Executive orders released by him even before its 
provisions became effective. Public Law 78, in June 1933, further 
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liberalized it, and then Public Law 141, effective March 28, 1934, 
just 8 days later than the anniversary of the act, restored the former 
rights of World War I veterans, with certain exceptions, such as 
presumptive cases. 

Mr. Ayres. Does it apply if they still fall in the 10 percent? 

Mr. Brrosauu. | think they have to have symptoms, for instance, 
in the case of flat feet. 

Mr. Haru. They have to have third-degree flat feet, and have 
symptoms to rate 10 percent. 

Mr. Dorn. That is, 10 percent is symptomatic? 

Mr. Hau. In connection with the Economy Act, a large part of the 
economy was by virtue of strict requirements as to service connection, 
eliminating presumptive service connection, and, of course, in the 
review thereunder many cases were taken off the compensation rolls. 

Mr. Ayres. The reason I ask is that I think the public look at it 
from a general purpose point of view. They are certainly sympa- 
thetic—and as for myself, | am—with any disabled veteran who has 
become disabled and whose disability is going to impair his ability to 
earn. But I do think there are a lot of veterans who are drawing 
small pensions who are hurting the cause by going around flashing 
their checks, even though they be small, for something that is bothering 
them, and it hurts the over-all picture for the fellow who is really 
disabled. I had that driven home to me just this week end when I 
was called on by a Korean veteran who had recently had his eyes 
shot out. It was pitiful to sit in his apartment and hear his story. 
Of course, he is going to receive compensation and other benefits. 
The representatives behind him think we cannot do too much where 
they are really disabled, but perhaps we are carrying it too far for 
those who are not hurt in earning a living. 

I am inclined to agree with Mr. Downer that perhaps we can carry 
this down to the bottom of the barrel, so to speak, and take in a lot 
who are not really going to benefit and hurt the over-all picture of 
those who are really deserving. 

Mr. Hau. It occurred to me that in going down to 30 percent 
there is a parallel they use for retirement purposes, that a person 
must be at least 30 percent disabled. 

Mr. Dorn. It is your opinion, then, that it would take remedial 
legislation? 

Mr. Hau. To reintroduce the occupational variants, ves. 

Mr. Birpsauu. The basic law I referred to applied only to World 
War I veterans. You would have to establish a new program for 
World War Il veterans, which would require a new law. 

Mr. Dorn. That is very interesting. Thank you very much. 

Now, Mr. Downer, will you continue? 

Mr. Downer. | would like to say we think as a group the veterans 
are not receiving too much, but we recognize there is a substantial 
segment of society that is unfriendly to the entire program of veterans’ 
benefits, and we just felt in some cases if this were extended to 10 
percent, it would furnish some of those critics with a means to con- 
demn the entire veterans’ benefit program. Perhaps we are wrong 
in our thinking. We make no pretense of being infallible on it. 

I want to impress on the committee that I do not want to be under- 
stood as vigorously opposing the extension of it to 10 percent. If 
the committee and the Congress feel it would be beneficial, certainly 
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we will make no fight on it. But our resolution provides only for the 
extension to 30 percent; so that is what we recommend. 

I believe I have nothing further unless you have some questions. 

Mr. Dorn. I think your testimony is very reasonable. We appre- 
ciate that attitude. 

How many members of Veterans of Foreign Wars are there at the 
present time in the United States? 

Mr. Downer. You mean our total membership? 

Mr. Dorn. Yes; your total membership. 

Mr. Downer. About 1,200,000. 

Mr. Dorn. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Downer. Thank you. 

Mr. Dorn. Now Mr. Hogan is here representing the Disabled 
American Veterans. 


STATEMENT OF CICERO F. HOGAN, NATIONAL DIRECTOR OF 
CLAIMS, DISABLED AMERICAN VETERANS 


Mr. Hocan. Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, we 
of the DAV appreciate this opportunity to present our views concern- 
ing the pending bills. Our national commander, Boniface R. Maile, 
considers this subject matter so important that he had hoped to be 
present to testify. His travel itinerary is so tight, however, that his 
appearance is not possible. I hope my presentation of our organiza- 
tion’s position in regard to these bills will be given the same considera- 
tion as if Commander Maile had been our spokesman. 

The Disabled American Veterans endorse the principle of the bills, 
H. R. 1073 and H. R. 1086. We believe that existing law is discrim- 
inatory toward veterans having service-connected disabilities of less 
than 50 percent in degree. We are hopeful your committee will 
correct this inequity by reporting H. R. 1073 or H. R. 1086 at an early 
date. 

During the Eightieth Congress your committee considered and 
favorably acted upon the principle of providing an allowance for the 
dependents of disabled veterans. This became Public Law 877, 
EKightieth Congress, approved July 2, 1948. It is sometimes referred 
to as the Dependency Allowance Act. Unfortunately, however, the 
act limited allowances to dependents of disabled veterans who are 
rated for disability compensation purposes at 60 percent, or more, in 
degree. Therefore, it becomes necessary for us to appeal to your 
committee again this year to amend the law so as to include all 
compensated disabled veterans. 

Public Law 877, Eightieth Congress, provided that if and while a 
veteran is rated totally disabled, certain amounts will be paid for 
certain dependents as follows: 

(a) Has a wife but no child living, $21; 

(6) Has a wife and one child living, $35; 

(c) Has a wife and two children living, $45.50; 

(¢) Has a wife and three or more children living, $56; 

(e) Has no wife but one child living, $14; 

(f) Has no wife but two children living, $24.50; 

(g) Has a mother or father, either or both dependent upon 
him for support, then, in addition to the above amounts, $17.50 
for each parent so dependent. 
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The law also provides that if and while rates partially disabled, 
but not less than 60 percent, allowances will be paid for the afore- 
mentioned dependents in amounts proportionate to the veteran’s 
degree of disability up to 100 percent. In other words, payment for 
the dependents of a veteran rated 60 percent would be 60 percent of 
the amount specified for the totally disabled veteran. If this com- 
mittee amends the act to include all compensation veterans down to 
10 percent, the dependents of such a veteran would receive 10 per- 
cent of the amounts now specified in Public Law 877, Eightieth 
Congress, for the totally disabled. 

During the next Congress the percentage of disability established 
by Public Law 877, Eightieth Congress, as 60 percent was reduced to 
50 percent by section 4, Public Law 339, Eighty-first Congress. We 
now request that the law include all compensated veterans down to 
10 percent. 

The theory of dependency allowance is not new. Attention is 
invited to section 302 of Public Law 90, Sixty-fifth Congress, approved 
October 6, 1917. Therein it was provided that greater amounts of 
compensation be granted to the disabled veteran, with dependents, 
than for the veteran without dependents. This same theory was 
reenacted in section 302, Public Law 104, Sixty-sixth Congress; 
section 202, Public Law 242, Sixty-eighth Congress; Public Law 141, 
Seventy-third Congress; and Public Law 16, Seventy-eighth Congress. 
Through discontinuance of the practice of temporary ratings by the 
Veterans’ Administration, the effect of these laws has been largely 
nullified. 

During World War II, the Congress enacted the Servicemen’s 
Dependency Allowance Act of 1942. Under this law, provision was 
made for the families of enlisted men of the Army, Navy, Marine 
Corps, and the Coast Guard; that is, while the men were still in service. 
Our social-security laws take into consideration the minor children of 
a deceased social security ‘““covered”’ employee. Public Laws 16 and 
346, Seventy-eighth Congress, likewise differentiate between single 
-_ married veterans in the amounts of subsistence payable there- 
under. 

Not only is Public Law 877, Eightieth Congress, as amended by 
Public Law 339, Eighty-first Congress, a discrimination against the 
disabled veteran, with dependents, who is rated from 10 to 49 percent, 
but the modest rates incorporated in the act would be of immediate 
and material assistance to a very deserving group. Only small 
monthly allowances would be paid for the dependents of veterans with 
lower disability ratings. Nevertheless, such payments would be of 
real assistance in these days of high cost of living. When our national 
commander, Boniface R. Maile, appeared before your entire committee 
oa April 25, last, he furnished a chart showing that while the Depart- 
ment of Labor’s cost-of-living index has risen many times, the com- 
pensation payments to disabled veterans and their dependents have 
increased only a fraction of the cost-of-living index. 

Some opposition may be heard to the inclusion in the act of depend- 
ents of disabled veterans having the lower degrees of disability. In 
this connection, we desire to opoint out that it has been the DAV’s 
observation that in any depression or “‘repression’’ it is the disabled 
veteran, regardless of degree of disability, that is laid off from employ- 
ment first. Also, in these days of high cost of living, with many dis- 
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abled veterans compelled to exist upon their small compensation 
checks, the modest amounts provided in the pending bills would be of 
one benefit and assistance to such disabled veterans and their 
ependents. 
herefore, we of the DAV respectfully urge that H. R. 1073 or 
H. R. 1086 be favorably reported at an early date. 

Mr. Dorn. What is your national membership now? 

Mr. Hogan. Our national membership, I think, is 160,000— 
approximately 160,000. I should have the exact figure, because we - 
publicize that in our publication each month, showing our exact 
membership. 

Mr. Arres. How many are eligible for membership? 

Mr. Hoaan. Every disabled American veteran is eligible for member- 
ship as a disabled veteran. 

Mr. Ayres. How many may belong to the Disabled Veterans? 

Mr. Hogan. There are approximately, in my opinion, 2,500,000 who 
are eligible. There are about 2,000,000 even drawing compensation 
or pensions from the Government at this time for their wartime 
service-conpected disabilities—or maybe 1,900,000. We take the 
figure as 2,000,000, but it fluctuates over and under that. We 
believe there are at least another one-half million men, probably the 
most of them World War II veterans, who are eligible for membership 
in the Disabled American Veterans, who are either not now in receipt 
of compensation or probably never have filed for compensation. But 
the fact that a man has not filed a claim or is no longer drawing 
compensation for service-connected disa’ility does not render him 
ineligible and does not throw him out of the Disabled American 
Veterans. A man may have a gunshot wound and has never filed a 
claim, but he is still eligible for membership in the Disabled American 
Veterans. If he has a recognized service-connected disability, there 
is no question of his eligibility. 

Mr. Ayres. You state in the next to the last paragraph of your 
statement ‘‘Also, in these days of high cost of living, with many dis- 
abled veterans compelled to exist upon their small compensation 
checks, the modest amounts provided in the pending bills would be 
of great benefit and assistance to such disabled veterans and their 
dependents.” 

Do you have any figures to show the number of disabled veterans 
who depend entirely on their compensation checks for their livelihood? 

Mr. Hocan. No; we do not have that. I could secure from our 
respective 68 regional offices the number of claims we handle where 
we are making an effort to increase a man’s compensation due to the 
fact that he is unemployed or is unemployable or his wage income is 
markedly reduced because of a service-connected disability. That is 
one of the facts we have to present and one of the determining factors 
in arriving at some basis of compensation. ' 

Mr. Ayres. Again I want to say I certainly am in accord with taking 
care of the fellow who is disabled, but I am definitely of the opinion 
that there are any number, perhaps running into the thousands, of 
those drawing disabilitv compensation whose earning power has not 
been impaired at all. Those are the figures I would like to get. 

I know in my own little business I hired all veterans when I got 
out of the Army, and I had 25 employees, and 7 or 8 were drawing 
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compensation for disability which certainly did not affect their earning 
power in my own little organization. 

Mr. Hogan. It might not affect their earning power at this time, 
but we have no way of knowing what their earning power might have 
been did they not have the disability. 

Mr. Ayres. I am afraid from the general public’s point of view to 
lower this to 10 percent is going to hurt the over-all picture. That is 
my personal opinion. 

Mr. Hogan. In my own opinion, while | appreciate that viewpoint, I 
cannot and the organization does not feel we are in a position to state 
that the man who is 30 or 40 percent disabled should have a depend- 
ency allowance while the man who is 20 percent disabled should not. 

here is no permanency in this compensation business. I run into 
that all the time. Even among disabled veterans who believe they 
have permanent ratings. There is no such thing as a permanent 
rating; there never has been any such thing as a permanent rating. 
The compensation a man is receiving from the Veterans’ Adminis- 
tration for a service-connected disability cap be given or taken away 
at the will of the Government; so that there is no permanency about it. 

Another thing: a man may have an 80-percent disability today, and 
following an examination showing there is a marked improvement in 
his condition there is a drop in his compensation, say, from 50 to 30 
percent or maybe 10 percent. 

From my experience in serving veterans covering some 20 years’ 
experience, I believe there is but an infinitesimal number of men who 
are drawing compensation for service-connected disabilities who are 
not entitled. The number is negligible. The Veterans’ Adminis- 
tration sees to that. And that is no reflection on the Veterans’ 
Administration. 

Mr. Ayres. My point is not that they are not entitled to it, but I 
would argue the point that they are being benefited in fact by drawing 
it in view of the fact that it does not hurt their ability to earn a living. 

Mr. Hoean. Of course, I am stating the position of our organiza- 
tion. I know many veterans who are drawing their 10 percent or 20 
percent who are paying for their insurance to protect their families, 
who probably would not be able to carry that much insurance if it 
was not for their small compensation checks. 

Mr. Dorn. You do know, though, in your 68 regional offices 
throughout the country that you have numerous cases of men with 30 
or 40 percent disability who have no other income. Is not that 
correct? 

Mr. Hogan. Yes; there are men drawing 30 and 40 percent com- 
pensation who have no other income. 

Mr. Ayres. Then if they are disabled so that they can only be 
classified at 30 or 40 percent and that is the only income they have, 
it is either one of two things; either they do not want to make a 
living, or the percentage is too low if they cannot go out and work. 
Something is wrong if they cannot raise them up so that they can 
be classified at a higher percentage. 

Mr. Hoaan. That is the reason we go before the rating schedule 
board of the Veterans’ Administration at various times asking them 
for a more liberal award on certain kinds of disability. Mr. Birdsall 
was discussing that 1925 schedule. The whole theory of the occu- 
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pational variants was su d to care for that. For example, I 
might have come out of World War I with a serious leg disability 
or, we will say, with the disability you mentioned, third degree flat 
feet. But I am a lawyer, and I can practice law without any feet, 
and the variant, I believe, in the 1925 schedule, the variant for third 
degree flat feet or flat feet in any degree was probably down to two 
on the theory that it did not interefere with my ability to practice 
law. On the other hand, a professional soldier who at that time 
was making $30 a month would have a variant of eight or nine, as 
I recall, which would pay him, of course, the full amount of $30 
where that disability was advanced or he had serious or severe flat 
feet, because you cannot be a professional soldier and have third 
degree flat feet. The sailor, the ordinary seaman, drew far more 
money for flat feet incurred in service than a navigator or ship’s 
officer who could sit on a stool and steer the ship, although the navi- 
gator was drawing 10 times the amount of salary of the ordinary 
a You cannot be an ordinary seaman and have third degree 
flat feet. 

Mr. Dorn. What do you think about the occupational variants? 

Mr. Hogan. The Disabled American Veterans always opposed the 
Economy Act and throwing out the 1925 schedule. I know there were 
many who benefited by the change, but, as one of you gentlemen 
brought out a few minutes ago, the whole theory of the rating schedule 
that followed the passage of Public Law 2 was generally to reduce the 
amount of compensation, and I think in most instances it did that. 
In the Appropriations Committee we objected to it, and other vet- 
erans’ organizations objected to it, resulting, in fact, 1 year and 8 days 
later, in the passage of Public Law 141 on March 28, 1933, which, as 
Mr. Birdsall indicated, restored for the World War I veterans most of 
the benefits they were drawing under the old rating schedule and they 
received protective awards. Then later on, with the passage of the 
law authorizing and creating the rating schedule of 1945, the rating 
schedule of 1933 was thrown out. But there is not much difference, 
in my opinion, between the 1945 schedule and the 1933 schedule as 
far as benefits to veterans are concerned. There are many things in 
the 1945 schedule that I think are disgraceful. We are trying to cor- 
rect them but not getting very far. 

Mr. Dorn. Are there many disabled veterans who refuse disability 
compensation because of their own earning ability and so forth? 

Mr. Hogan. I would not know how many, but I do personally 
know of people who feel they would not be justified in drawing com- 
pensation. 

Mr. Dorn. Just as a matter of pride, they feel they should not ask 
for compensation. 

Mr. Hogan. On the other hand, I know of disabled veterans who 
are drawing compensation at 50 percent or more who do not belong 
to any veterans’ organization, who do not want anyone to know they 
are disabled veterans or are receiving any compensation or benefit 
from the Government for fear it might bring criticism upon them or 
interfere with their practice of medicine, dentistry, and so forth. 

Mr. Ayres. You cut them off from it, though, and you will hear 
from them. 

Mr. Hocan. Iam merely telling what I think about that. I think 
the honorable thing for those gentlemen to do is to advise the Vet- 
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erans’ Administration they do not want their compensation checks. 
If they won’t admit being disabled or ask to aline themselves with an 
organization that secures benefits for them, I think the honorable 
thing for them to do is to write the Government and tell them they 
are not in need of those checks and are ashamed to accept them. I 
know they do not write back to me when I write them to that effect. 

Mr. Dorn. In asking that question, I just wanted to show that 
there are fellows who are interested in the welfare of the country and 
the veteran as well. 

(The subcommittee thereupon went into executive session.) 
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